
force status. The March 2007 data s ow that 95.3% of adult individuals in the civilian non­
institutionalized population have a tele hone in their household. This is a statistically significant
increase of 1.6% from the 93.7% of arch 2006. The average penetration rate for 2006 was
94.4% for adult individuals, which is statistically significant increase of 0.6% from the 2005
average of 93.8%.

This section contains twenty les and nine charts presenting penetration statistics for
various geographic and demographic c teristics. The charts and the first eight tables present
summaries of the available informa ·on. Tables 6.9 through 6.14 present more detailed
information. In Tables 6.9 through 6.1 ,only the annual averages are included for the years 1984
through 2003. March, July, and N vember data for those years are available in previous
Monitoring Reports in CC Docket N s. 87-339 or 98-202. Tables 6.15 through 6.20 provide
information necessary to determine the statistical significance of changes in the penetration rates
overtime.

Table 6.1 summarizes the CPS lephone penetration data for the United States, combining
information on the number of househol with the penetration rates.

Chart 6.1 graphically depicts e nationwide penetration rates for households over time
using annual average CPS data.

Table 6.2 shows the historical e tirnates for the United States based on AT&T data through
1970, the decennial censuses for 1980 ugh 2000, and the ACS for 2001 through 2005.

Further information from the CS is shown in Tables 6.3 and 6.4. Table 6.3 shows
characteristics including housing unit enure, age of the householder, and race and ethnicity of
the householder and Table 6.4 shows s te data. Data for Puerto Rico were included for the first
time in 2005. The Puerto Rico data are not included in the U.S. national totals.

Table 6.5 summarizes the CPS telephone penetration rates by state, showing the average
rates for 1984 and 2006, the change be een those two years, and an indication as to whether the
change is statistically significant. The s tistical significance of a change is determined not only by
the magnitude of that change, but also b the sizes of the samples used to estimate the change.

Chart 6.2 depicts the states wi
more than I% below the national ave
above the national average.

average 2006 penetration rates (as shown in Table 6.5)
ge, within I% of the national average, or more than 1%

category (which includes Asi s, Native Americans, and anyone else who does not
consider himself or herself to f I into the "white" or "black" categories) is not included
in the tables and charts in this port because the sample size is too small. The ethnic
category Hispanic, however, is ncluded in the tables and charts. Hispanics can be of any
race for purposes of the categori s reported in the CPS.
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Chart 6.3 depicts changes in h usehold penetration rates by state (as shown in Table 6.5)
between the average 1984 and 2006 ra s. States with statistically significant increases or decreases
are shown, along with other states with· creases or decreases.

Chart 6.4 depicts the relations .p between telephone penetration and household income,
using average 2006 penetration rates ti all households and for households headed by white, black,
and Hispanic persons. I I It is based on ta in Table 6.10.

Chart 6.5 depicts the relations p between telephone penetration and household size, using
average 2006 penetration rates for all ouseholds and for households headed by white, black, and
Hispanic persons. It is based on data in Table 6.11.

Chart 6.6 depicts the relation hip between telephone penetration and the head of the
household's age, using average 2006 pe etration rates for all households and for households headed
by white, black, and Hispanic persons. t is based on data in Table 6.12.

the nationwide penetration rates for civilian non­
ual average data. It is also based on data in Table 6.13.

Chart 6.8 graphically depic
institutiona1ized adults over time using

Chart 6.7 depicts the relations p between telephone penetration and labor force status for
civilian non-institutiona1ized adults, u ing average 2006 penetration rates for all adults and for
white, black, and Hispanic adults. It is ased on data in Table 6.13.

Chart 6.9 shows the telephone netration rates in March of each year through 2006 for
each of five income categories, adjus for inflation, for the entire United States. It is based on
data in Table 6.14. The income categ 'es (expressed in March 1984 dollars) are: $9,999 or less;
$10,000 - $19,999; $20,000 - $29,999; 30,000 - $39,999; and $40,000 or more. These categories
were chosen because they are of appro' ately equal size, both in terms of income ranges and the
number of households in each cate ory. The upper limit of the lowest category is also
approximately equal to the federal pove line for a family of four. Between 1984 and 2006, there
was a statistically significant increase i the penetration rate for all households. There also was a
statistically s~cant increase in pene tion rates in the two lowest income categories over this
time period.1 For the three highest corne categories there were significant decreases in the
penetration rate between 1984 and 2 . Not all of the increases in the national total penetration
rate can be explained by increases in income, because real income increases are reflected in the
movement of households between ca gories. Thus, penetration changes within each income
category represent changes holding real corne constant.

II The CPS includes three racial tegories: white, black, and other. Others, which include
Native Americans, Asians, and Pacific Islanders, are not reported separately because of
small sample sizes, but they are included in the totals. Hispanics are reported as an ethnic
group, and can be of any race.

12 See footnote 19 for the critical v ues for these significance tests.
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To help evaluate the effect of e federal Lifeline support mechanism, Table 6.6 focuses
on changes in telephone penetration tes from just before the program was established to just
before it was substantially expanded i 1998, by comparing penetration rates for states with and
without state Lifeline programs prior t 1998.13 Briefly, penetration rate increases were weater,
on average, in states with Lifeline p grams than in states without Lifeline programs. 4 The
effect is especially apparent for low-i come households,15 which are the households primarily
affected by the federal and state Lifeli e programs. Between March 1984 and March 1997, the
increase in the average penetration te in states with Lifeline programs was 6.5% for low­
income households. During this pe .00, the increase in subscribership among low-income
households in those states that adopt Lifeline programs was double that of states that did not
adopt such programs, although the may have been other factors besides Lifeline that
contributed to this result.

Information on all households i also included in Table 6.6. Overall penetration rates are
more generally available and more co only cited as measures of penetration than are rates only
for low-income households. Penetrati n rate increases were again greater, on average, in states
that established Lifeline programs. The increase for states with Lifeline programs was
statistically significant,16 but the inc ase for states without state Lifeline programs was not.
States that adopted Lifeline programs fore 1998 generally had lower penetration rates in 1984
than those that did not adopt such pro ams. By 1997, the difference in the penetration rates for
the two groups diminished significant! .

Table 6.7 focuses on the chan e in penetration rates between March 1997 (before the
expansion of the federal Lifeline pro am) and March 2006. The states are divided into three
groups:

13 The expanded program was ad pted in 1997, and took effect on January 1, 1998. States
with Lifeline programs prior to 1998 are identified in Table 6.8 by showing that the year
that Lifeline began was before 1998. Prior to the expansion, states participating in the
federal Lifeline program were uired to match the federal support with their own state
support.

14 The averages for the groups of tates were computed as weighted averages of the states in
the groups, using the total nu ber of households in each state as weights. This was
calculated as the total number of households with telephone service in each group of
states divided by the total num r of households in that group.

Tables 6.15 through 6.19 for a discussion of the
ignificance of a change over time. The critical value is
pies from which the change is computed.

See the paragraph describin
determination of the statistical
dependent on the sizes of the s

15 Low-income households are th se with incomes under $10,000 expressed in 1984 dollars,
which is equivalent to $19,474 n 2006 dollars.

16
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• "Full or High Assistance" states roviding at least $2.50 of state support to get federal
matching support of at least $1.25 r line per month;

• "Intermediate Assistance" states roviding between $1 and $2.50 of state support, and
receiving between $0.50 and $1.25 ederal matching support per line per month;

• "Basic or Low Assistance" states roviding less than $1 of state support, and receiving less
than $0.50 federal matching suppo per line per month.

On average, for low-income h useholds in those states where full or high assistance is
provided, telephone penetration incre ed by 1.2%, between March 1997 and March 2006. This
increase is statistically significant. this group of states there was a statistically significant
decrease of 0.8% in the overall penetr tion rate for all households. For states with intermediate
assistance, there was a decrease of O. % in the low-income penetration rate and a significant
decrease of 1.1% in overall penetrati n. For states with basic or low assistance, the average
penetration for low-income househo ds decreased significantly by 2.7% and the average
penetration for all households decrease significantly by 2.3%.

Data on individual states are p vided in Table 6.8. The support amounts shown in Table
6.8 are the average state support plu federal matching support for all lifeline subscribers in
March 2006. 17 They do not include s te support in excess of the $3.50 limit that is eligible for
federal matching support. 18 Thus, they ge from zero to a maximum of $5.25.

Table 6.9 shows the CPS pene tion rates for the United States and for each state beginning
with November 1983. Because the CPS began collecting this data only in 1983, comparable values
are not available prior to November I 83. For each of the surveys, the colunm headed "Unit"
indicates the percentage of households for which there is a telephone in the housing unit. The
colunm headed "Avail." indicates the percentage of households which have telephone service
available for incoming calls, either in the housing unit or elsewhere (such as at work or at a
neighbor's home).

r line is not matched by further federal support. The
f the state support up to the $3.50 limit. Thus the
rt is $1.75 per line per month.

Any state support over $3.50
federal support includes half
maximum federal matching sup

17 These support amounts are fro

18

Table 6.10 shows the nationwid penetration rates for households by income and the race of
the head of the household. It shows a s ng relationship between income and penetration. Caution
should be used in comparing these fi s over time, because these income levels are not adjusted
for inflation. Thus, the same nominal . come level at two points in time will reflect different real
incomes in terms of purchasing power. so, the income categories have changed over time due to
the changing value of the dollar. Cons uently, when evaluating penetration changes by income
levels over time, Table 6.14 should be u
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Table 6.11 shows the nation ide penetration rates for households by the size of the
household and the race of the househol er. It shows that penetration is higher for households of 2
to 5 people than it is for single-person h useholds or those with 6 or more people.

Table 6.12 shows the nationwid penetration rates for households by the age and race of the
head of the household. It shows tha the penetration rate is lowest for young and non-white
households.

Table 6.13 shows the nationwi penetration rates for all persons that are at least 15 years
old in the civilian non-institutionalized pulation by their race and employment status. Since this
table is for individual adults rather th households, the total penetration rates are different from
those in the previous tables. It shows th t penetration is lowest among the unemployed.

Table 6.14 shows the penetra on rates for each of the income categories, adjusted for
inflation, shown in Chart 6.9, for each state for March of each year. The table shows only five
categories, rather than the more nume s categories of the nationwide data in Table 6.10, because
the small sample sizes caused by alger number of categories would result in unreliably large
sampling variability for the individual states. The relative levels of the March Consumer Price
Index for all items (as reported in Tabl 7.4) were used to make the inflation adjustment. Thus, for
example, $10,000 in March 1984 doll had the same purchasing power as $19,474 in March 2006
dollars. The precise current dollar valu s in each year are reported at the end of Table 6.14.

Tables 6.15 through 6.19 prese t the critical values at the 95% confidence level for testing
the statistical significance of changes' penetration rates over time in the earlier tables. These
critical values are relevant because ch ges less than or equal to the values shown are likely to be
due to sampling error, and thus canno be regarded as demonstrating that a change in telephone
penetration has occurred. In some c s, these critical values are very large because the sample
sizes are very small for these subcateg ries, rendering the changes in estimated penetration rates
unreliable. Because there is an overlap f half of the sample from year to year, but no overlap in the
sample between surveys that are four nths apart, annual changes are less subject to variations in
sampling error. Consequently, the c . 'cal values should be multiplied by 0.8 when making a
comparison for the same month in two consecutive years. When comparing the annual averages,
the critical values should be multiplied y 0.5774, since these averages are based on three surveys,
and hence have a lower standard error. en comparing annual averages of two consecutive years,
the critical values should be multiplied y .46, taking into account both of the above factors.

Table 6.20 shows the sample s s on which the estimates of Table 6.14 are based. The
sampling variability is inversely related 0 the square root of the sample size. The critical values for
individual income categories in Table .14 can therefore be estimated by taking the critical value
for the state "In Unit" total and multipl . g it by the square root of the ratio of the sample size for
the state total to the sample size for th income category. In most cases, the critical value for an
individual income category will be be een two and three times the critical value for the state
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total. 19 In some cases, these critical v ues are very large because the sample sizes are very small
for these subcategories, thereby renderin the estimated penetration rates unreliable.

19 For example, using this methodo ogy to calculate critical values for comparing the 1984 and
2005 values for the United S es Total, the critical values are 0.8% for the $10,000 ­
$19,999 and the $40,000 or m re categories, 0.9% for the $9,999 or less and $20,000 ­
$29,999 categories, and 1.1% fi r the $30,000 - $39,999 category. These compare with
0.4% for all households.
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Table 6.1
Household Tel phone Subscribership In the United States

Date Households
(millions)

Households
with

Telephones
(millions)

Percentage
with

Telephones

Households
without

Telephones
(millions)

Percentage
without

Telephones

November 1983 85.8
March 1984 86.0
July 1984 86.6

__~Q~.!'llTIR~r-...:t_~~_~ ~----~L~-------
March 1985 87.4
July 1985 88.2
November 1985 88.8

-March'--'1986... ---'89.'0'-"-'
July 1986 89.5
November 1986 89.9

--March---'1987--- -.-90:2------
July 1987 90.7
November 1987 91.3

-MarCh----- 1988--- -----91.-8------
JUly 1988 92.4
November 1988 92.6

-March----1989-- ----93.6----·-·
July 1989 93.8
November 1989 93.9

·--March"-----1990-- ----94."2---·-·
JUly 1990 94.8
November 1990 94.7

----MarCh-···-T991- ·---·95.-3-·-----
JUly 1991 95.5

_~QY.~~R~L1!!~L ~_~L _
March 1992 96.6
July 1992 96.6
November 1992 97.0

·-~.XarCh-----1993"-- ------97.-3-·····-·
July 1993 97.9

__~_qYl!~R~_L~~~ ~.I!.IL .
March 1994 98.1
July 1994 96.6
November 1994 99.8

-M,i"rc-h-----1·S95·- -·99-.-9-·----
July 1995 100.0
November 1995 100.4-Marc-h-----1-S9S-· ·-100.-6-------
July 1996 101.2

__~9.Y~rrr~.! __~~§._ _._1QL;l _
March 1997 102.0
July 1997 102.3
November 1997 102.8·March-------199S-- ---·-103.4·-----
July 1998 103.4
November 1998 104.1

--March-----199S-- ---1'04'-8"--
July 1999 105.1
November 1999 105.4---March---2"ooo--- ----1'osj-----
July 2000 105.8
November 2000 106.5

--March----"200"1-- --·1'07":0----
July 2001 106.9
November 2001 107.7

--March-------2002- ---"1-06.-3----
July 2002 108.5
November 2002 109.0

·March-----200"3-- ·-·1"12-:1--------
July 2003 112.1

f-~Q~~~.Q~L~Q9-:t.- . t1;l.:.1 _
March 2004 112.9
July 2004 113.5
November 2004 113.8

--MarCti----"2oos--- ---11-4:5-"--
July 2005 114.4
November 2005 115.2

--March-'---'2000-- -----1-155----
July 2006 116.2
November 2006 116.4
March 2007 117.1

78.4 91.4% 7.4 8.6%
78.9 91.8% 7.1 8.2%
79.3 91.6% 7.3 8.4%

______l.~.:.~ ._ 91.4% 7.5 8.6%
80.2 ---9:r8%-'-" ·-····-7:2-··--· ---'8~2%------

81.0 91.8% 7.2 8.2%
____~1.§. ~~_~!~ ..2:..2, ~j!L._.

82.1 92.2% 6.9 7.8%
82.5 92.2% 7.0 7.8%

_._.1!~~!.__._ ~.-.Jg:..~!L..-- ~:..~ ?:§~_ .. _
83.4 92.5% 6.8 7.5%
83.7 92.3% 7.0 7.7%

._._1!i.;l__.___ __~g~~ J:Q ?.7% _
85.3 92.9% 6.5 7.1%
85.7 92.8% 6.7 7.2%

._._.!?.L.__._ ___~g:?!! ~~_. .. __JJ?~ _
87.0 93.0% 6.6 7.0%
87.5 93.3% 6.3 6.7%

._._.J!?.:.~___ __~~:..~ ~~_.__.. __._.J.;.q!? __._..
87.9 93.3% 6.3 6.7%
88.4 93.3% 6.4 6.7%

_____!~~__._._ __J3.3~._ .._ ._. ~:..~ JE!?._._
89.2 93.6% 6.1 6.4%
89.1 93.3% 6.4 6.7%
89.4 93.4% 6.3 6.6%-------90-.-7----·- ----93~~------- -------5~9------- -----6~i%----

90.6 93.8% 6.0 6.2%
91.0 93.8% 6.0 6.2%

-----g1~6----- -----84:2%·-·- "---5~7--------- --------5~8%------

92.2 94.2% 5.7 5.8%
93.0 94.2% 5.8 5.8%·-----92.-1----------- -'93~%'-'--' -·---6~O--------- -------6~i% ....-·
92.4 93.7% 6.2 6.3%
93.7 93.8% 6.2 6.2%-----93-.-8------- ·-·-93:9%----- ------6~i-------- ----·-·-6~i%-·---

94.0 94.0010 6.0 6.0%
______~~ .__ I__.-~~;~!.<!.-.--- ~:..2, •__._••.§.:..1!?__••__

94.4 93.6% 6.2 6.2%
95.0 93.9% 6.1 6.1 %
95.1 93.9% 6.2 6.1 0

/0-----95-.-8----- --'--'-93:9%----' ------6.2------ -------6~r%·--·-

96.1 93.9% 6.2 6.1 %
96.5 93.8% 6.3 6.2%----97.4---·- ---94:1-o/~---- -----6.1-----·- -------5.90/;;------
97.3 94.1% 6.1 5.9%
98.0 94.2% 6.1 5.8%

-'---98~5---- ----94:0%------- ---------6.3--·-· -'-'-6.0%---
99.2 94.4% 5.9 5.6%

_._~~J._____ _ ~j'!O_. .__§;~ ~~~.__._
99.6 94.6% 5.7 5.4%
99.8 94.4% 5.9 5.6%

100.2 94.1 % 6.3 5.9%-----1"o"1-T-·-·-· ··----94~6o/;---- ------·s:8·-·--- --------5~4%-----

101.7 95.1% 5.2 4.9%
____!9.?~_.__ _. ~~~.J..'!.. .lU!_. ~;.!!~ _

103.4 95.5% 4.8 4.5%
103.2 95.1% 5.3 4.9%

_____..!.OJ&__.•. ~?-~~!'!.. ..2.;.1-. ~Jj'? .
107.1 95.5% 5.0 4.5%
106.8 95.2% 5.3 4.8%
107.1 94.7% 6.0 5.3%-··"1·06:4--·---- ------94~2%·-·- ·----6."5--------- --------5."80/;;·----
106.5 93.8% 7.1 6.2%
106.4 93.5% 7.4 6.5%-·-1-05.8---- ------92AOfo--- -------8::;--------- ---·"""7.6%"-----
107.5 94.0% 6.8 6.0%

._..J_Q?.:.9______ _ ~~~~ 8.2 ?.;1..'r~ _
107.2 92.8% 8.4 7.2%
109.9 94.6% 6.3 5.4%
108.8 93.4% 7.6 6.6%
110.8 94.6% 6.4 5.4%

Note: Details may not appear to ad to totals due to rounding.
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Year

1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

Sources:

Table 6.2
Historical Telel hone Penetration Estimates

Perc ntage of Housing Units with Telephones

35.0 %
40.9
36.9
61.8
78.3
90.5
92.9
94.8
97.6
96.9
96.6
96.2
95.7
94.8

Percentage data for 19 0 to 1970 from the U.S. Census Bureau,
Historical Statistics of tf e United States, Colonial Times to 1970,
Part 2, page 783. The* data are AT&T estimates based on residential
main stations. Percent ge data for 1980 to 2000 from the decennial
censuses. Percentage ~ata for 2001 to 2005 from the Census Bureau's
American Community Survey.
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Table 6.3
Telephone Pene ration by Selected Characteristics

(Percentage of Housing Units with Telephone service)

Characteristic 20 1 2002 2003 2004 2005
Housing Unit Tenure

Owner Occupied 98 8% 98.7 % 98.5 % 98.3 % 97.7%
Renter Occuoied 934 92.6 91.6 90.4 89.0

Age of Householder .._--1---.
15 - 34 945 93.6 92.0 90.2 88.0
35 - 64 973 97.2 97.1 96.7 96.1
65+ 987 98.6 98.7 98.7 98.6

Race of Householder

White 976 97.3 96.9 96.3 95.6
Black or African American 936 93.0 93.0 92.3 91.9
American Indian or Alaska Native 891 89.5 87.8 89.6 B6.8
Asian 98 98.0 97.5 96.9 95.5
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islande 959 95.5 91.4 92.2 93.1
Other 946 95.1 93.9 93.3 91.0
Two or More Races 951 92.7 95.6 92.8 92.7

Ethnicity of Householder

Hispanic or Latino 942 93.9 93.4 92.6 91.6

Total United States 96 9% 96.6% 96.2 % 95.7 % 94.8 %

Source: Census Bureau, American Comm nily Survey.
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Table 6.4
Teleph~me Penetration by State

(Percentage of Ho~sing Units with Telephone Service)

State 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Alabama 95.2 % 95.3 % 95.1 % 94.5 % 93.3 %
Alaska 96.6 97.9 96.7 97.6 96.6
Arizona 95.8 95.6 95.0 95.2 93.1
Arkansas 94.7 94.3 92.5 91.0 90.9
California 98.0 98.3 98.3 97.9 97.0
Colorado 98.5 97.4 97.0

.
96.5 95.1

Connecticut 98.8 98.7 98.2 98.3 97.3
Delaware 98.2 98.2 97.7 97.9 97.5
Dislrict of Columbia 97.1 97.5 96.9 96.1 95.2
Florida 97.0 98.6 96.3 95.5 94.0
Georgia 95.6 95.5 95.0 94.1 92.9
Hawaii 97.9 97.0 96.3 95.2 95.6
Idaho 96.2 97.4 96.3 95.7 96.2
Illinois 95.9 95.7 95.4 94.7 94.4
Indiana 95.4 94.7 93.7 93.4 94.4
Iowa 97.6 97.4 96.6 95.6 96.0
Kansas 96.9 96.3 95.8 95.7 93.6
Kentucky 96.0 94.8 95.0 93.3 92.0
Louisiana 95.3 95.4 94.7 92.9 92.9
Maine 98.8 98.2 98.4 97.7 96.6
Maryland 97.7 97.5 97.5 97.0 95.8
Massachusetts 98.5 98.6 98.5 97.9 96.2
Michigan 96.4 95.5 95.1 94.4 93.4
Minnesota 98.7 98.2 98.5 97.4 96.7
Mississippj 93.3 93.4 92.8 91.4 89.6
Missouri 96.6 96.7 96.3 96.1 95.4
Montana 97.1 96.9 96.5 95.1 95.0
Nebraska 97.2 96.4 95.6 94.8 95.5
Nevada 95.2 95.3 94.4 95.2 95.9
New Hampshire 98.7 98.5 98.1 98.2 96.9
New Jersey 98.0 97.7 97.6

-_._..
95.896.9

New Mexico 92.9 90.7 93.0 94.4 92.5
New York 97.2 98.9 96.8 96.5 95.5
North Carolina 96.5 95.6 94.1 94.5 93.8
North Dakota 97.8 97.3 96.8 95.9 94.7
Ohio 97.7 98.7 97.1 96.2 95.4
Oklahoma 95.7 93.9 94.7 93.7 93.1
Oregon 98.0 97.1 96.9 96.0 95.3
Pennsylvania 97.8 98.0 97.5 97.2 96.5
Rhode Island 98.3 97.8 97.7 -- 96.8 96.4
South Carolina 96.0 94.7 94.7 93.6 92.3
South Dakota 97.6 96.8 96.1 95.8 95.3
Tennessee 96.8 96.3 95.1 95.2 92.9
Texas 95.9 95.4 94.3 93.7 92.9
Utah 97.4 97.7 97.5 97.4 96.5
Vermont 98.1 98.1 97.7 97.6 97.9
Virginia 97.3 97.0 97.0 95.8 95.6
Washington 97.5 97.8 97.0 96.5 96.5
West Virginia 95.1 95.9 94.8 94.0 94.5
Wisconsin 97.9 97.5 98.3 95.5 96.4
Wyoming 95.1 94.9 94.5 94.4 94.9

Tolal United States 96.9 % 96.6 % 96.2 % 95.7 % 94.8 %

Puerto Rico NA NA NA NA 73.8 %

Source: Census Bureau, American Comm nity Survey.
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Table 6.5
Te ephone Penetration by Stale

(Annual Average Perc entage of Houeeholds with Telephone Service)

State 1984 2006 Change

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California--Coiorado--.--------------------
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida---<3;;oriil,;------------·--·-····----
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

·~iowa-----------------------------

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine---Maryiand·-··-------------------
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

___~t~~L~~!p-pL ._
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

___t::I_~~__I:t.~!!lP_~!'.l'..~ _
New Jersey
New Mexico
New Yorl<
North Carolina
North Dakota··ohio-······-·_-·-·····-----------
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island··SolittiCaroiina-··--··-_·_---·
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah---vermoni--·-----·-·----·-··----·
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

__.Yt.Y2.~!~.9... ....__._. _

88.4 % 90.4 % 1.9 %
86.5 95.7 9.1 *

86.9 92.5 5.6 *
86.6 90.0 3.4 *

92.5 95.6 3.2 *----- ---·----gi"2------ ---------------94~f----- --------------~r5--------;---

~5 %2 ~~

94.3 93.5 -0.8
94.9 91.2 -3.7 #

______ ________~~.:Z_____ _ ~?:.? ~:.~ : _
86.2 90.5 4.3'
93.5 95.5 2.0 *

90.7 95.5 4.8 *

94.2 90.8 -3.4 #
91.6 89.3 -2.3 #.....- ·-·--·--96."2------ ---------------96:i------ -------------:O.-r----------·
94.3 94.3 0.0
88.1 91.3 3.1 *

89.7 93.9 4.2 *
93.4 96.3 2.9 *----- --------95~7------ -·----···-·-···95~4------ -------------:O~3------------

95.9 95.3 -0.6
92.8 94.2 1.3 *

95.8 97.6 1.8 *
__.__ _!l.?:~!.. . ~Q.,? !l.,! : _

91.5 94.9 3.4'
91.0 93.3 2.3 *

95.7 93.5 -2.2 #
90.4 93.0 2.6 *

94.3 96.4 2.1 *------ -------------------- ------.------------------.- _._---------~~~_.~-_ ..__.._--
94.8 94.9 0.1
82.0 88.5 6.5
91.8 91.6 -0.1
88.3 93.3 5.0 *

94.6 96.5 1.9"------ --------92~4------ ---------------94T---- --------------2.-2--------;---
90.3 92.2 2.0
90.6 96.7 6.0
94.9 96.3 1.4
93.6 94.4 0.8------ --------83.7"----- ---------------92:5----- --------------8.-8--------;---
93.2 96.4 3.2 *
88.5 92.5 4.0 *
88.4 91.5 3.1"
92.5 96.6 4.0"

.~---- --~----_._-_._--------------------------------- ------------------------------
92.3 96.0 3.7'
93.1 94.1 1.1
93.0 96.9 3.9
87.7 93.0 5.3
95.2 95.6 0.4
89.9 96.1 6.2"------ -------------------- --------------------------- ------------------------------

Total United States 91.6 % 93.6 % 2.0 % ,..

.. Increase is statistically signifi :tnt at the 95% confidence level.
# Decrease is statistically signif cant at the 95% confidence level.

Differences may not appear to e ual changes due to rounding.
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Chart 6.3

1984 - 2006 Penetration Changes
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Chart 6.4

Telephone Penetration by Income Level
2006 Annual Average
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Chart 6.5

Telephone Penetration by Household Size
2006 Annual Average
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Chart 6.6

Telephone Penetration by Householder's Age
2006 Annual Average
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Chart 6.7

Telephone Penetmion by Labor Force Status
2006 Annual Average
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Chart 6.8

Telephone Penetration
Civilian Noninstitutionalized Adults
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Chart 6.9

Telephone Penetration Rates by Income
Annual Household Income in 1984 Dollars
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TabIeS.S
Compariaon oI_ion __ tor StIdea With end Without Lifeline Aaalatance

Low-Income He ~oeholdoll All HOUHhoido
Chenge Chenge

LlleIlne Cotegory Morch 1884 Morch 1997 Chonge per V.... Merch 1884 Morch 1997 Chonge perVnr

With Assistance 79.3% 85.8% 6.5% . 0.50% 91.5% 93.9% 2.4% · 0.18%

Without Assistance 83.6% 86.9% 3.3% . 0.25% 93.3% 94.4% 1.0% 0.08%

Average All States 80.1% 86.0% 5.9% " 0.45% 91.8% 94.0% 2.1% • 0.16%

1/ Households with Income under $10,000 expressed In Maret 1884 dollars.
• Change is statistically significant alll1e 95% confidence Ieve .

Note: Changes may not appear to be II1e ssme as calculated ifferences due to rounding.

TabIeS.7
Comparison 01 on __ for S1stes by Lswtl 01 LIfeline AssIstsnos

Low-lncoms Ho Hholdsll All Houoeholdo

Chenll8 Chongo

LIleIlne Cotegory Morch 1997 Morch2006 Chenas per V.... Msrch 1997 Morch 2006 Chanll8 perVnr

Full Of High Assistance 85.3% 86.5% 1.2% " 0.13% 93.5% 92.7% -0.8% · -0.09%

Intermediate Assistance 87.8% 86.8% -0.2% -0.02% 95.8% 94.0% -1.1% · -0.12%

Basic or Low Assistance 87.6% 84.9% ·2.7% " -0.30% 94.7% 92.6% -2.3% · -0.26%

Average All States 86.0% 86.3% 0.3% 0.04% 94.0% 92.9% -1.1% • -0.14%

1/ Households with income under $1 0,000 expressed In March 1884 dollars.
• Change is statistically significant at lI1e 95% confidence leve .

Note: Changes may not appear to be II1e ssme as calculated lifterences due to rounding.
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T.ble8.8
COmporloon of_IonR_fa< 810... by Lovol o' Lnol... _lotlInee

Avg. $ Stole L.....ncomo HOUHhold. t All HouMhoId.
SUpport Plus

VH, Fodorol_
L"ellne porU.. ehongo CIIongo Chlnge Chlnge

Stole ~n Fob. 2008 MIIrch 1984 March 1187 March 2006 1984 to 1997 1897102008 March 1984 Mlrch 1897 March 2006 1984 to 1897 1897102008

Alabama 1995 5.22 n.4% 78.0% n.3% 0.8% -0.7% 89.0% 91.3% 88.7% 2.2% ·2.8%
Alaska 1994 5.25 81.5% 74.1% 92.4% 12.6% .. 18.3% .. 85.9% 94.3% 95.7% 8.4% .. 1.3%
Arizona 1987 4.02 73.8% 82.4% 85.1% 8.9% 2.7% 90.0% 90.3% 91.9% 0.3% 1.8%
Arkansas 1988 1.n 78.3% 78.8% 84.4% 0.5% 5.8% 87.2% 88.7% 89.8% 1.5% 0.9%
California 1985 3.81 82.9% 87.7% 91.0% 4.7% • 3.3% • 92.8% 94.0% 95.1% 1.4% 1.1%
Colorado 1988 5.24 88.9% 88.0% 87.2% 1.2% -0.8% 94.8% 98.5% 93.8% 1.9% ·2.8%'
Connecticut 1993 1.n 80.5% 85.9% 88.2% 5.4% 2.3% 94.7% 95.8% 94.9% 1.0% -0.7%
Delaware 1998 0.00 87.3% 94.4% 89.0% 7.1% -5.4% 95.5% 95.2% 91.8% -0.3% -3.5% #
District of Columbia 1987 5.25 92.5% 81.1% 85.8% -11.4% # 4.5% 95.9% 91.4% 90.8% -4.5% -0.8%
Floncta 1994 5.25 80.2% 84.4% 87.0% 4.1% • 2.7% 89.9% 92.1% 91.7% 2.2% • -0.4%

~~:. 1991 5.03 89.1% 81.8% 81.1% 12.5% • -0.5% 85.9% 90.4% 90.2% 4.5% .. -0.2%

- ,.U~ U••~ ,.,~

Idaho 1987 5.19 78.4% 87.9% 90.2% 9.4% .. 2.3% 90.8% 95.0% 95.8% 4.4% .. 0.8%
1111"'0 1998 0.00 87.8% 83.2% 79.5% -4.8% -3.7% 95.8% 93.5% 90.2% ·2.0% -3.3% #
Indiana 1998 0.00 80.4% 91.8% 80.8% 11.2% • -10.9% # 92.0% 94.3% 90.9% 2.2% -3.3% #
Iowa 1998 0.74 89.7% 87.7% 92.9% -2.0% 5.1% 95.8% 98.1% 98.7% 0.3% 0.6%
Kansas 1998 5.25 88.5% 87.0% 87.2% 0.4% 0.2% 94.5% 94.9% 94.2% 0.4% -0.8%
Kentucky 1998 3.57 72.1% 87.7% 82.4% 15.8% • -5.3% 87.1% 93.1% 89.5% 6.0% .. -3.6% #
Loulslana 1998 0.00 80.9% 81.7% 83.0% 0.8% 1.3% 89.8% 91.2% 92.7% 1.8% 1.4%

Maine 1987 5.25 83.1% 90.5% 83.3% 7.4% .. 2.9% 94.3% 93.7% 98.1% -0.6% 2.4% ..

Maryland 1987 5.25 87.0% 85.9% 89.0% ·1.1% 3.1% 98.2% 95.3% 95.0% -0.9% -0.3%

Massachusetts 1990 5.25 88.2% 91.7% 84.7% 3.5% -6.9% # 95.7% 95.9% 83.1% 0.2% -2.8% #
Mtchigan 1989 3.08 80.9% 88.0% 84.4% 5.1% • ·1.6% 93.3% 94.9% 93.7% 1.8% -1.2%

Minnesota 1988 2.79 85.2% 91.7% 92.5% 6.5% • 0.8% 95.9% 97.4% 97.2% 1.5% -0.3%

MIssI..IDDI 1991 4.83 71.3% 78.6% 86.0% 5.3% 9.4% • 81.9% 89.4% 90.4% 7.5% .. 0.9%

Mlssourl 1987 5.24 82.5% 95.2% 87.8% 12.7% .. -7.4% # 92.2% 97.5% 93.4% 5.3% .. -4.1% ,

Montana 1987 4.41 79.6% 88.3% 86.3% 6.7% .. 0.1% 90.3% 94.1% 92.1% 3.8% .. ·1.9%

Nebraska 1998 5.15 90.7% 92.8% 81.2% 2.2% -11.6% # 98.8% 97.0% 93.8% 0.4% -3.4% ,

Nevada 1988 2.82 78.4% 90.8% 86.0% 12.3% • -4.8% 93.0% 83.8% 92.7% 0.8% -1.1%

New Hamoshlre 1998 0.00 82.2% 83.8% 98.1% 11.4% • 2.5% 94.8% 97.1% 95.3% 2.4% -1.8%

New Jersey 1998 0.00 83.2% 88.8% 88.1% 5.4% -2.5% 83.8% 98.1% 91.8% 2.5% .. -4.3% It

New Mexico 1987 4.99 81.8% 69.8% 78.0% 7.8% • 8.4% • 82.1% 86.0% 87.0% 3.9% • 1.0%

NewYoft( 1985 4.56 84.8% 87.5% 85.2% 6.0% • ·2.3% 91.4% 94.5% 90.4% 3.1% • -4.1% ,

North Carolina 1988 5.24 73.5% 83.6% 85.1% 10.1% .. 1.5% 89.0% 83.5% 92.8% 4.5% .. -0.7%

North Dakota 1990 2.59 85.2% 93.8% 91.5% 8.5% .. ·2.2% 93.9% 98.2% 95.4% 2.3% .. -0.7%

t Househotds with income under $10,000 expressed In March 1984 doflars, which Is equivalent to $15,595 in March 1997 dollars and $19,474 In March 2006 dollars.
• Increase is statistically significant at the 95% confidence tevel.
• Decrease Is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.
Note: Changes may not appear to be the same as calculated differences due to rounding.
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T.ble8.8
compo_n 01 Pen_ R.... lor _ by LevoI 01 Lffol.no _ ...nco

Avg.'_ Low-Income Houe8hokl. t All HOUHhoteI.
Support PI..

VH' F_i_
LHeilne per Uno CMngo CMngo CMngo Ch.nge- Bogen Fob. 2006 U.rch 1984 M.rch 1997 M.rch 2008 1884 to llll17 11117 to 2006 M.rch 1984 MIIrch 1997 M.rch 2006 1884 to 1997 11117 to 2006

Ohio 1987 5.01 8UI% 88.5% 88.4% 7.5% • 0.0% 93.2% 95.0% 93.9% 1.8% ·1.2%
OIdahoma 1995 0.84 81.9% 78.9% 82.4% -3.0% 3.5% 91.0% 91.8% 90.0% 0.7% -1.8%
Oregon 1988 5.22 78.4% 90.5% 93.4% 14.1% • 2.8% 91.4% 95.3% 98.8% 3.9% • 1.3%
Pennsylvania 1998 0.00 85.8% 93.8% 89.8% 8.0% • -3.7%' 94.4% 97.3% 95.3% 3.0% • -2.1% It
Rhode Island 1987 4.92 88.4% 87.8% 89.7% 1.2% 2.1% 94.0% 94.8% 94.8% 0.5% 0.2%
South Carolina 1995 5.23 88.1% 78.2% 85.8% 10.1% • 9.8% • 85.1% 92.0% 92.9% 8.9% • 0.9%
South Dakota 1988 0.48 84.8% 90.5% 90.8% 5.9% 0.2% 93.0% 94.7% 98.0% 1.7% 1.3%
Tennessee 1992 4.65 71.1% 89.3% 67.8% 18.2% • -1.5% 87.1% 94.1% 92.5% 7.1% • -1.6%
Texas 1988 5.14 74.0% 79.6% 63.8% 5.6% • 4.2% • 68.4% 91.0% 90.8% 2.6% • -0.3%
Utah 1967 5.24 81.5% 98.3% 91.9% 16.8% • -6.4% 92.4% 97.5% 98.7% 5.1% • -0.8%
Vennont 1988 5.25 75.3% 84.8% 91.6% 9.3% • 7.1% 91.5% 93.9% 98.2% 2.4% 2.3%

"W"
0.1%Washington 1987 3.45 82.7% 89.0% 92.7% 6.3% • 3.6% 92.9% 96.1% 98.2% 3.2% •

West Virginia 1988 4.19 75.7% 83.8% 67.4% 8.1% • 3.6% 67.3% 93.6% 93.3% 6.3% • -0.3%
Wlsconsin 1991 1.85 88.4% 87.8% 67.0% -0.8% -0.8% 98.0% 96.4% 94.3% 0.4% -2.1%
Wvomlna 1991 5.11 74.2% 89.5% 89.1% 15.2% • -0.4% 69.2% 94.9% 94.6% 5.7% • -0.3%

t Households with Income under $10,000 expressed in March 1984 dollars, which is equivalent to $15.595 in March 1997 dollars and $19,474 in March 2006 dollars.
• Increase is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.
It Decrease is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.
Note: Changes may not appear to be the same as calculated differences due to rounding.
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T8ble6.9
Percentage of ~ouseholds with 8 Telephone by State

198: 1984 1985 1986
ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL

NOVEMBER AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail

!,_~ITED_~ATES 91.4 _~§2. 91.6 93.7 91.8 93.9 92.3 l!~:.L-----------

ALABAMA 87.9 90.2 88.4 90.5 89.1 91.0 88.7 90.4
ALASKA 83.8 88.8 86.5 89.0 87.1 89.5 86.4 88.9
ARIZONA 88.8 90.7 86.9 89.4 87.3 89.6 89.4 90.9
ARKANSAS 88.2 91.4 86.6 90.6 85.9 89.9 86.4 90.4
CALIFORNIA 91.7 ~? 92.5 93.8 92.9 94.1 93.0 94"g..
COLORADO ---- .---._---- .-

94.4 96.5 93.2 95.4 94.3 96.2 94.1 96.0
CONNECTICUT 95.5 98.4 95.5 97.0 96.2 97.6 97.0 97.9
DELAWARE 95.0 96.6 94.3 95.7 94.8 96.2 94.7 96.3
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 94.7 95.6 94.9 96.3 93.6 95.2 92.2 94.0
~ORIDA 85.5 89.9 86.7 91.3 89.6 91.7 90.0 92.5.
GEORGIA 88.9 92.1 86.2 89.1 87.6 89.7 88.4 91.0
HAWAII 94.6 96.4 93.5 94.9 93.0 95.0 92.2 94.4
IDAHO 89.5 92.2 90.7 91.7 91.8 93.1 91.5 93.1
ILLINOIS 95.0 95.9 94.2 95.8 93.7 95.3 93.6 95.2
INDIANA __~.3 93.5 91.6 93.6 92.3 94.7 92.2 94~_
IOWA 95.4 97.2 96.2 97.4 95.1 96.4 95.7 96.5
KANSAS 94.9 96.7 94.3 95.8 94.4 96.4 94.6 96.1
KENTUCKY 86.9 90.9 88.1 91.0 87.4 91.1 86.2 90.6
LOUISIANA 88.9 93.3 89.7 92.7 90.3 93.6 88.7 91.9
MAINE 90.7 93.1 93.4 95.3 94.0 95.6 93.4 9;4--MARYLAND 96.3 96.7 95.7 96.5 95.5 96.7 95.7 96.7
MASSACHUSETTS 94.3 95.9 95.9 96.9 95.2 96.3 96.4 97.1
MICHIGAN 93.8 94.9 92.8 94.5 92.9 94.2 93.4 94.5
MINNESOTA 96.4 97.5 95.8 97.1 96.4 97.4 96.2 97.2
MISSISSIPPI 82.4 89.1 82.4 87.5 80.9 87.6 80.1 8?~
MiSSoURI 92.1 94.1 91.5 93.7 92.5 94.8 93.4 94.9
MONTANA 92.8 94.5 91.0 94.0 91.4 93.9 90.9 93.7
NEBRASKA 94.0 95.3 95.7 96.8 95.3 96.6 95.6 96.8
NEVADA 89.4 91.9 90.4 92.8 91.8 93.8 92.4 93.7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 95.0 _96.9 94.3 95.8 93.2 94.6 94.0 .-!?~
NEW JERSEY 94.1 95.1 94.8 96.1 94.9 96.2 94.9 96.1
NEW MEXICO 85.3 90.9 82.0 87.0 84.1 88.2 85.1 89.1
NEW YORK 90.8 92.2 91.8 93.6 92.1 93.6 93.2 94.3
NORTH CAROLINA 89.3 92.9 88.3 91.9 89.4 92.4 90.2 92.5
~!fTH DAKOTA 95.1 97.3 94.6 96.8 95.3 96.7 96.1 97.0
OHIO 92.2 93.9 92.4 94.4 92.2 94.5 93.1 94.4
OKLAHOMA 91.5 93.7 90.3 92.5 88.8 91.7 90.4 93.0
OREGON 91.2 93.5 90.6 92.3 90.3 92.1 92.7 94.3
PENNSYLVANIA 95.1 97.1 94.9 96.5 95.3 96.6 96.3 97.4
RHODE ISLAND •__9~~__ _ ~.6 93.6 94.6 94.0 95.1 95.9 96.8-SOUTH CAROLINA 81.8 84.9 83.7 87.7 86.8 90.5 86.3 90.6
SOUTH DAKOTA 92.7 95.0 93.2 94.9 92.6 94.5 92.6 94.2
TENNESSEE 87.6 92.6 88.5 92.0 89.3 92.6 89.6 93.6
TEXAS 89.0 92.6 88.4 91.6 88.1 91.6 88.9 91.9
UTAH - 90.3 92.2 92.5 94.2 93.9 95.1 93.0 93.9
VERMONT 92.7 94.3 92.3 94.0 92.9 94.1 93.8 95.6
VIRGINIA 93.1 94.7 93.1 95.1 91.7 93.8 92.1 94.1
WASHINGTON 92.5 93.7 93.0 94.4 94.7 96.2 94.6 96.3
WEST VIRGINIA 88.1 91.1 87.7 91.8 87.6 91.7 88.2 91.9
WISCONSIN 94.8 96.1 95.2 96.6 94.1 95.4 95.1 95.9
WYOMING 89.7 93.3 89.9 92.8 93.4 94.9 92.1 95.1
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Table 6.9
Percentage 01 ~puseholds wl1h a Telephone by S_

196 1966 1969 1990
ANNU~ ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL
AVER~ GE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail

,!NITE.Q§~_____
1-- ~?..:.!.- _J..1.1. 92.7 94.5 93.!__~..:2.. ~,;!___ 9!!,9.---_....

ALABAMA 87.5 89.6 87.3 89.6 89.0 91.3 89.5 91.1
ALASKA 87.8 90.2 87.6 89.9 86.8 89.9 89.3 92.6
ARIZONA 88.6 90.7 90.6 92.3 91.6 93.2 93.0 95.1
ARKANSAS 86.3 90.7 86.1 90.2 87.5 91.0 88.7 91.9
~FO,!~IA -~~ -~~ 94.4 95.5 94.9 96.0 94.6 -~~----- ------
COLORADO 92.9 95.5 93.8 95.4 94.6 96.0 94.7 96.3
CONNECTICUT 97.0 98.0 96.3 98.9 98.1 98.5 97.1 97.7
DELAWARE 96.5 97.3 97.0 97.9 96.6 97.5 96.0 97.1
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 92.4 94.2 94.6 95.9 92.7 94.8 91.4 93.2
FLORIDA 91.7 93.8 92.7 94.5 92.9 94.5 93.0 94.9------- -
GEORGIA 88.7 91.3 90.1 92.4 90.2 92.9 90.9 93.4
HAWAII 94.2 96.6 94.5 96.3 95.1 96.9 95.3 96.8
IDAHO 91.1 92.5 92.2 93.3 92.5 93.6 92.8 94.1
ILLINOIS 93.7 95.2 94.2 95.6 93.9 95.4 94.3 95.7
INDIANA 91.2 93.2 92.3 94.9 93.2 95.9 92.8 95.9-- -IOWA 95.1 96.3 95.4 96.9 96.3 97.5 96.1 96.9
KANSAS 95.2 96.6 94.4 95.7 94.4 95.8 95.4 96.5
KENTUCKY 86.5 90.6 87.5 90.9 88.9 92.7 89.1 93.3
LOUISIANA 87.5 90.8 87.3 91.1 88.6 91.3 89.4 92.0
MAINE 93.5 95.2 94.2 95.9 95.3 96.4 95.7 97.6- --------MARYLAND 95.4 96.6 95.9 97.2 95.0 96.6 95.4 96.7
MASSACHUSETTS 96.4 97.0 96.9 97.3 97.1 97.8 96.6 97.4
MICHIGAN 93.7 94.8 93.9 95.0 93.7 94.9 94.1 95.5
MINNESOTA 96.0 97.4 97.2 98.4 96.8 97.8 96.9 98.1
MISSISSIPPI 81.5 86.3 83.3 88.6 85.5 90.3 87.0 90.9-MISSOURI 93.0 95.3 93.5 95.6 91.0 93.4 92.0 95.3
MONTANA 90.9 93.9 91.7 94.2 91.7 94.3 92.0 94.2
NEBRASKA 94.6 96.1 95.4 96.1 95.2 96.3 96.2 97.1
NEVADA 92.4 93.7 92.4 93.4 92.7 93.3 92.6 93.6
NEW HAMPSHIRE 94.1 96.2 95.2 96.1 95.4 .~..?:1.. 95.0 96.5
NEW JERSEY - 95.0 96.3 94.4 95.9 94.8 96.1 94.7 95.9
NEW MEXICO 86.0 89.3 85.7 89.1 85.8 89.6 85.8 89.5
NEW YORK 92.7 94.2 92.4 94.0 92.3 94.0 91.1 92.8
NORTH CAROLINA 89.2 91.7 90.4 92.8 91.9 94.1 91.9 94.2
~Q!ITH DAKOTA 96.8 97.4 96.8 97.5 97.0 98.0 97.0 97.~.- 95.2OHIO 93.4 94.7 94.4 94.6 95.5 95.2 96.3
OKLAHOMA 88.7 91.8 88.9 91.6 88.2 91.2 89.5 92.7
OREGON 93.3 94.8 92.0 93.5 92.3 93.9 94.5 95.9
PENNSYLVANIA 96.4 97.3 96.2 97.1 97.0 97.5 96.9 97.6
RHODE ISLAND 95.2 96.3 95.4 96.5 95.4 96.3 95.6 96.5
SOUTH CAROLINA 87.7 90.6 88.5 91.4 87.8 90.8 90.2 93.2
SOUTH DAKOTA 92.8 95.0 92.9 95.4 93.3 95.0 93.4 95.3
TENNESSEE 89.2 92.6 90.3 93.5 91.9 95.1 91.6 94.1
TEXAS 89.5 92.2 88.5 91.3 88.8 91.6 89.4 92.0
UTAH 92.3 94.6 ~_.5__~___!15.9 96.5 95.8 -~-------VERMONT 95.3 96.9 95.6 96.8 93.9 95.7 94.9 96.9
VIRGINIA 92.5 94.6 92.9 95.5 93.2 95.7 93.0 94.9
WASHINGTON 94.3 96.4 94.3 95.7 96.4 97.3 97.1 97.7
WEST VIRGINIA 87.8 91.5 87.3 91.4 86.8 90.3 87.6 91.7
WISCONSIN 96.4 97.1 97.0 98.0 97.3 98.4 96.9 97.7
WYOMING 92.3 94.1 93.0 94.4 93.6 95.5 94.1 95.9
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Table 6.9
Percentage of I ouseholds with a Telephone by State

199 1992 1993 1994
ANNL AL ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL

AVER GE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail

UNITED STATES 93.4 _.!'.?:.1... ___.!'~~__95.3 94.2 95.6 93.8 95.4---- -------_.-_._--
ALABAMA 91.4 93.3 90.8 93.2 91.9 94.3 91.3 94.3
ALASKA 90.8 93.5 91.7 94.4 89.9 93.8 91.8 94.6
ARIZONA 93.4 94.9 93.3 94.7 93.3 94.4 93.9 95.3
ARKANSAS 87.6 91.4 87.3 91.0 87.8 91.0 90.2 93.5
CALIFORNIA 95.0 95.9 95.6 96.5 95.8 96.7 94.8 95.7----COLORADO 95.4 97.0 95.5 96.3 96.1 96.5 96.7 97.7
CONNECTICUT 96.2 97.3 96.6 97.3 96.7 97.5 96.5 97.5
DELAWARE 96.4 97.5 96.5 97.8 96.5 96.8 95.5 97.1
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 90.9 92.6 88.7 90.5 90.2 91.7 90.0 91.2
FLORIDA 93.3 95.0 93.5 95.1 93.8 95.1 93.5 ~~------GEORGIA 89.9 91.7 90.2 91.9 93.2 94.2 91.1 93.2
HAWAII 95.1 96.4 95.3 96.8 94.4 96.3 94.3 96.1
IDAHO 92.0 93.6 93.0 94.7 94.4 95.7 94.7 96.2
ILLINOIS 93.8 95.6 93.8 95.5 93.6 95.3 93.6 95.2
INDIANA 92.2 94.6 91.9 93.2 93.7 95.1 93.6 94~_
IOWA 95.6 97.4 95.4 97.4 96.4 97.4 96.8 98.0
KANSAS 94.5 95.7 95.2 96.6 95.6 96.3 94.7 96.2
KENTUCKY 88.1 92.9 89.6 92.6 89.8 93.1 91.2 93.8
LOUISIANA 91.1 93.9 91.7 93.9 90.4 92.2 91.4 93.9
MAINE 94.4 96.6 932 95.3 96.0 98.1 98.0 97.8------_...
MARYLAND 96.3 97.2 96.0 97.4 96.7 97.9 95.6 96.6
MASSACHUSETTS 96.4 97.4 96.8 97.5 96.9 97.9 96.5 97.1
MICHIGAN 94.1 95.5 94.4 95.5 95.6 96.5 95.0 96.6
MINNESOTA 97.1 97.9 96.7 98.1 96.1 97.3 95.6 97.2
MISSISSIPPI 86.0 90.9 86.3 90.4 87.2 90.6 88.6 -~- -MISSOURI 93.6 95.2 94.0 96.0 93.1 95.3 93.8 96.0
MONTANA 92.5 94.4 93.2 95.7 94.6 96.3 93.9 95.5
NEBRASKA 95.9 96.4 96.4 97.1 96.6 97.2 96.7 98.0
NEVADA 93.3 94.5 93.7 94.6 95.4 95.9 93.0 93.5
NEW HAMPSHIRE 96.2 97.5 95.4 96.4 96.0 96.9 96.4 97.3-
NEW JERSEY 93.6 95.2 94.4 95.3 94.3 95.1 92.9 94.1
NEW MEXICO 87.1 89.9 88.4 90.9 90.2 93.3 88.3 91.2
NEW YORK 91.9 93.4 93.4 94.5 93.5 94.8 93.1 94.4
NORTH CAROLINA 91.8 94.2 92.5 94.5 92.7 94.6 92.6 95.2
NORTH DAKOTA 96.3 97.6 95.8 97.1 97.1 98.0 96.5 9I.:r--OHIO 94.5 95.8 94.6 95.6 94.9 96.0 94.8 96.0
OKLAHOMA 89.3 91.9 90.9 93.1 92.1 94.0 91.8 93.6
OREGON 94.7 95.4 93.9 94.7 94.8 95.7 96.1 97.0
PENNSYLVANIA 96.8 97.8 96.9 97.7 97.3 98.0 97.0 98.0
RHODE ISLAND 94.7 96.3 94.8 96.0 95.5 96.7 95.9 97"~
SOUTH CAROLINA 90.0 93.3 89.2 92.9 89.8 91.9 89.4 92.3
SOUTH DAKOTA 93.7 95.7 94.1 95.6 93.7 95.4 94.7 96.1
TENNESSEE 92.2 94.6 93.1 95.2 92.0 93.9 93.1 95.6
TEXAS 91.1 93.6 91.5 94.2 91.6 94.3 90.8 93.2
UTAH 96.2 97.0 95.9 96.5 98.0 96.8 ~_5.7 97.1-- -
VERMONT 94.4 96.5 94.2 95.6 94.6 95.9 94.6 96.3
VIRGINIA 92.6 94.7 94.8 96.4 94.3 95.9 94.8 96.7
WASHINGTON 96.8 97.3 96.0 96.9 96.8 98.0 96.0 97.2
WEST VIRGINIA 89.0 93.0 89.3 92.6 90.6 93.6 90.8 94.2
WISCONSIN 96.5 97.5 97.0 97.7 96.9 97.6 96.1 97.6
WYOMING 94.6 96.3 92.7 94.9 93.9 95.7 93.5 95.5
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Teble6.9
Percen18ge 01 H~u..holds with e Telephone by Stele

1 1996 1997 1998
ANNU

~E
ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL

AVERA AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Awll Unit Awll Unit Awll Unit Awll

UNITED STATES !!~.~- ...!!5c~ __ 93.~_ 9~:p" ___93.9_~q_ 94.1 95.2-_...- _..._-----
ALABAMA 92.2 94.0 92.2 93.9 92.3 93.6 93.3 94.4
ALASKA 93.6 95.6 94.4 95.4 94.5 96.4 94.0 96.0
ARIZONA 93.8 95.1 93.1 94.1 91.6 93.2 91.9 93.0
ARKANSAS 89.4 92.5 86.9 89.7 89.8 91.8 88.0 89.8
~~FORNIA__ 94.5 95.3 95.0 95.6 _!!i~__94.~_ 95.2 9~~-----COLORADO 96.6 97.2 95.5 96.4 95.9 97.3 95.0 96.0
CONNECTICUT 96.9 98.0 97.5 98.2 94.2 94.8 95.5 96.2
DELAWARE 96.2 96.8 96.1 97.1 95.7 96.7 96.7 97.0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 90.9 92.3 93.0 94.2 90.8 92.3 91.0 92.3
FLORIDA 93.9 94.8 ~~.1_ 94.2 92.8 91.:.~ 92.6 93.5--_...
GEORGIA 90.0 91.8 89.7 91.1 92.0 93.0 91.4 92.5
HAWAII 94.7 96.0 94.8 95.9 94.5 95.6 95.4 96.3
IDAHO 95.1 96.1 92.9 94.3 94.0 94.7 93.3 94.2
ILUNOIS 93.6 95.0 93.0 94.2 92.2 93.7 92.8 93.9
~~A _ 94.4 95.9 93.7 95.1 93.8 _~5'1_1-_ 94.4 95.7-IOWA 96.4 97.6 96.6 96.9 96.7 97.5 96.7 97.5
KANSAS 93.9 95.0 93.9 95.2 94.0 95.2 94.3 95.3
KENTUCKY 92.1 94.2 92.3 93.3 93.2 94.3 93.3 95.1
LOUISIANA 92.6 95.3 91.1 93.3 91.0 93.5 92.3 93.3
MAINE 95.7__

'""'-~~ 96.5 97.~_f--~.1 97.3 _~.!l.__~
~lAND - I--

96.4 96.8 96.7 97.2 95.7 96.3 96.5 97.0
MASSACHUSETTS 95.9 96.7 95.7 96.7 95.4 96.3 94.5 95.4
MICHIGAN 95.2 96.0 95.0 95.6 94.3 95.2 95.0 96.0
MINNESOTA 97.3 98.1 97.1 98.0 96.9 98.0 97.8 98.3
MISSISSIPPI 86.5 ~# _ 87.5__91"~1-_ 89.2 93.2 89.5 92.0
MiSSOURI ---94.4 95.7 95.3 96.7 95.0 96.2 94.6 95.9
MONTANA 94.2 95.3 94.3 95.5 93.7 94.8 94.1 95.0
NEBRASKA 97.1 97.8 96.0 96.9 97.1 97.8 96.2 97.0
NEVADA 92.6 93.6 93.5 94.1 94.1 94.4 92.3 93.3
NEW HAMPSHIRE 96.2 97.2 96.1 96.9 96.5 97.~_ 95.5 96.6- _ ..... ---NEW JERSEY 92.3 93.2 93.6 94.8 94.9 96.0 94.5 95.3
NEW MEXICO 86.4 88.8 86.2 88.6 88.1 90.8 88.2 91.3
NEW YORK 92.9 93.9 93.4 94.3 94.2 95.1 94.8 95.7
NORTH CAROLINA 93.4 95.1 93.5 95.1 93.1 94.2 93.1 94.0
~fl'!H DAKOTA 97.2 97.9 96.3 96.7 95.8 97.0 96.8 97.5--OHIO 94.0 95.0 94.5 95.6 94.6 95.3 95.6 96.3
OKLAHOMA 91.5 92.9 91.3 92.6 91.4 93.1 90.6 91.7
OREGON 96.4 96.9 96.0 96.8 95.6 96.3 96.0 97.2
PENNSYLVANIA 96.8 97.5 96.9 97.5 97.1 97.6 96.8 97.4
RHODE ISLAND

fo-
96.0 ~~1-. 95.7_ 96.3 94.5 95.6 95.6 96.5

souTH CAROLlNA----- 90.5 92.3 91.3 93.6 92.5 93.8 92.9 94.1
SOUTH DAKOTA 94.3 95.9 93.3 94.5 93.9 95.0 90.6 91.7
TENNESSEE 93.0 95.5 94.0 96.2 94.5 96.4 94.6 96.3
TEXAS 91.3 93.3 91.0 92.6 91.3 93.0 92.2 93.7
UTAH 97.6 __~!l 96.7 97.0 96.9 97.7 97.1 97.7
VERMONT -----96.5 98.0 95.9 97.7 95.1 96.7 95.2 96.1
VIRGINIA 95.9 97.3 94.9 96.1 94.5 95.7 93.9 94.6
WASHINGTON 95.7 96.6 94.5 95.5 95.9 96.9 95.2 95.9
WEST VIRGINIA 92.7 94.9 92.9 95.0 93.2 94.9 93.8 95.5
WISCONSIN 97.3 97.7 97.0 97.7 96.3 97.2 95.9 96.8
WYOMING 94.1 95.5 95.0 95.7 93.4 95.0 93.7 94.6
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Table 6.9
Percentage of t ouaeholds with 8 Telephone by State

1999 2000 2001 2002
ANN~AL ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL

AVER GE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE
Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail Unit Avail

UNITED STATES 94.2 f-. 95Jl.. _!l:!,~ ...._ ..!!E.1-_~1c!!.........._!!.!?;L f-- 95.3 96.2='-_......_-----_......_- ..__..-
ALABAMA 91.5 93.0 91.9 93.3 92.8 94.0 92.2 93.2
ALASKA 94.6 96.5 94.3 96.9 96.0 97.1 96.4 97.9
ARIZONA 93.2 93.8 93.9 94.8 94.5 95.1 94.8 96.0
ARKANSAS 88.9 90.5 88.6 89.9 91.3 92.9 92.1 93.4
CALIFORNIA --- 95.7 96.2 95.8 96.4 96.6 97.0 97.0 --~COLORADo

--_.. ---
96.7 97.2 96.3 96.7 96.7 97.3 97.2 97.7

CONNECTICUT 96.5 96.8 96.4 96.8 96.1 96.8 97.4 97.9
OELAWARE 95.7 96.9 96.3 97.1 96.2 96.9 96.8 97.3
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 92.4 93.5 93.2 94.1 94.5 95.5 94.0 95.6

~?F!IDA -- 92.6 93.6 92.1 ....~~ 93.2 94.0 94.3 95.2--_.. __a_.___ -----_.._--
GEORGIA 92.1 93.2 91.1 92.5 92.4 93.4 94.0 94.8
HAWAII 96.3 97.1 94.7 95.3 95.7 96.6 96.8 97.7
IDAHO 93.8 94.6 93.9 94.8 94.5 95.6 95.0 96.1
ILLINOIS 91.8 93.0 91.5 92.3 92.5 93.4 92.8 93.7
INDIANA _.._- 93.8 _.95.~ _94.L 95.~_ __.!!?.c9 95.0 93.4 ~-_..__..
IOWA 95.8 96.5 96.2 97.1 97.1 97.8 96.9 97.8
KANSAS 93.8 94.8 94.8 95.7 94.2 95.9 95.5 96.6
KENTUCKY 92.8 94.1 93.3 94.3 93.5 94.5 95.0 96.0
LOUISIANA 91.5 93.1 92.6 93.8 93.6 94.6 92.4 93.6
MAINE ___97.~_ _.97.9_ 97.9 98.3.. 97.8 98.5 _9?,~__!!!!,I---
MARYLAND 95.3 95.8 95.0 96.0 96.0 96.3 96.4 97.0
MASSACHUSETTS 95.4 96.0 94.6 95.5 95.6 96.1 96.9 97.5
MICHIGAN 94.2 94.9 95.0 95.6 94.7 95.6 94.3 94.9
MINNESOTA 96.9 97.3 97.4 97.8 97.5 97.8 97.7 98.3

~~!~SIPPI 88.0 91.2 89.2 92.0 89.9 92.6 91.4 93.3-----
MISSOURI 95.6 96.6 95.8 96.9 96.1 96.8 96.2 97.0
MONTANA 95.3 96.2 94.6 95.1 95.0 95.7 94.8 96.0
NEBRASKA 95.9 96.6 97.3 98.0 96.6 97.4 95.8 96.7
NEVADA 93.1 93.5 94.0 94.5 95.1 95.8 95.5 96.1
NEW HAMPSHIRE 97.0 97.6 97.7 98.3 98.3 98.6 ~?,?--_!!?.:.I--- - ..
NEW JERSEY 93.9 94.3 94.6 95.0 95.8 96.4 95.9 96.9
NEW MEXICO 89.8 91.4 91.2 92.7 92.2 93.6 91.8 93.9
NEW YORK 95.3 96.1 95.1 95.7 95.1 95.9 95.8 96.3
NORTH CAROLINA 93.9 94.8 93.9 95.0 93.6 94.7 94.3 95.2
NORTH DAKOTA 97.3 97.9 95.8 96.4 94.4 95.3 94.~~~
OHIO 94.7 95.6 94.8 95.8 96.0 96.7 95.9 96.9
OKLAHOMA 91.2 92.5 91.2 92.3 93.2 94.3 93.1 94.6
OREGON 95.2 96.1 94.8 95.6 95.6 96.5 97.2 97.7
PENNSYLVANIA 97.1 97.4 96.6 97.1 97.0 97.5 98.0 98.2
RHODE ISLAND 94.3__ 94.7 94.9 95.9 96.3 96.7 _..~_.1__96..;_..

1-"94.0SOUTH CAROLINA 92.9 93.2 94.2 94.5 95.6 94.3 95.1
SOUTH DAKOTA 92.7 93.4 94.3 95.0 95.1 95.8 95.1 95.6
TENNESSEE 94.5 96.0 95.5 96.6 93.2 94.7 93.6 94.9
TEXAS 92.4 93.5 93.5 94.4 93.8 94.9 94.2 95.5
UTAH 95.6 96.5 95.9 96.5 96.6 96.9 96.7 !!!.~-VERMOiiiT--" 95.3 96.7 95.6 96.2 97.2 97.8 97.6 98.1
VIRGINIA 93.2 94.1 95.4 96.0 94.7 95.3 96.2 96.8
WASHINGTON 95.9 96.4 94.9 96.0 96.0 96.9 96.4 97.2
WEST VIRGINIA 92.7 94.6 94.0 95.3 93.5 95.3 94.5 95.7
WISCONSIN 95.7 96.6 94.8 96.0 95.8 96.8 96.1 97.0
WYOMING 95.0 95.6 94.7 96.0 93.8 94.8 94.0 94.8
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